Chapter 15: Project Teams and their Role in Organizational Project Management
(Drouin & Sankaran)
Abstract: 
Prominent management scholar Amy Edmondson states that organizations are using teams to get more complex work done, deliver better organizational performance and create a more engaging and satisfying work environment. Projects rely on effective teamwork to deliver results. However, research in projects has been mostly focused on studying teams within a project and on differentiating team development in projects or ‘temporary organizations’ from their development in functional teams or ‘permanent organizations’. This chapter discusses the development of the role of teams in functional and project organizations and the way in which they will have to work together in organizational project management.
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Introduction

Amy Edmondson, who is a prominent management researcher on teams,  states that organizations are increasingly using teams to get more complex work done, deliver better organizational performance and create a more engaging and satisfying work environment. Projects also rely on effective teamwork to deliver results. However, research in projects has been mostly focused on studying teams within a project and on differentiating team development in projects from their development in functional teams or ‘permanent organizations’. 
In this chapter we look at teams from both a project perspective and a wider perspective by viewing their role in organizational project management (OPM) and whether the relationship between project teams and functional teams needs to be reconsidered from an integration perspective. We touch upon the notion of cross-functional teams which may become a necessity when you plan to integrate portfolio, program and/or project management teams with functional teams in an organization to deliver successful projects aligned to their strategy. We also present case study which reports on interviews with five experienced project managers on integrated teams, cross-functional teams and how teams have evolved over a period of three decades from co-located teams to virtual, intergenerational and multicultural teams. We conclude with some ideas for further research into project teams from an OPM point of view.
 Aim of the Chapter

The purpose of this Chapter is therefore to understand what could be the relationship between OPM and project teams through the lens of OPM and an illustrative case study, on what are the changes or evolution in the management of project teams. 
The chapter is structured as follows. First, we define a team, and then expand our discussion on project teams and their key characteristics; second, we outline the relationships between OPM and project teams; third, we present the results from an illustrative case study that interviewed five experienced project managers from a different sectors; fourth we compare the results from the case study with the literature; and  finally, we  conclude with some ideas on further research that can be conducted from an OPM perspective on teams.
What is a team?

Teams have existed for hundreds of years, have been the subject of countless books and the benefits teams offer to organizational effectiveness have been well-recognized (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). More specifically, there is over 50 years of psychological research—literally thousands of studies—focused on understanding and influencing the processes that underlie team effectiveness (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 77).  Several taxonomies of team types have been discussed in the literature (e.g. Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Devine, 2002; Hackman, 1990). For instance, teams who recommended things, teams who make or do things and the ones who run or manage things (Katzenbach & Smith, 1993). They could be projects teams, executive teams, cross-functional teams, dispersed or virtual teams. Teams could consist of homogeneous or heterogeneous members (Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson, 2008). Teams are recognized as organizational units dedicated to organizational performance and are one of the most commonly used means for achieving organizational integration (Child, 2005). 
But, what is a team? A few definitions of teams found in the literature are discussed next. For instance, from a systems point of view, teams are “complex dynamic systems that exist in a context, develop as members interact over time, and evolve and adapt as situational demands unfold” (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 78).  From a role and responsibility point of view they  “are two or more individuals who socially interact (face-to-face or virtually); possess one or more common goals ; are brought together to perform organizationally relevant tasks ; exhibit interdependencies with respect to workflow, goals, and outcomes; have different roles and responsibilities; and are together embedded in an encompassing organizational system, with boundaries and linkages to the broader system context and task environment” (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 79) (see also : Alderfer, 1977; Argote & McGrath, 1993; Hackman, 1992; Hollenbeck et al., 1995; Kozlowski, Gully, McHugh, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1996; Kozlowski et al., 1999; Salas, Dickinson, Converse, & Tannenbaum, 1992). Looking further into the relationship between teams and their relationship the rest of the organization teams are “collectives who exist to perform organizationally relevant tasks, share one or more common goals, interact socially, exhibit task interdependencies, maintain and manage boundaries, and are embedded in an organizational context that sets boundaries, constrains the team, and influences exchanges with other units in the broader entity” (Kozlowski & Bell, 2008, p. 334). A more recent definition also takes up a systems view by defining teams as: 
“complex open systems forming entities characterized by two or more individuals who exist to perform organizationally relevant tasks, who interact socially, dynamically, recursively, adaptively, and often virtually; who have shared or common valued goals; who hold meaningful and high levels of task, feedback and goal interdependencies; who are often hierarchically structured; whose group has a limited life span; whose expertise, roles and responsibilities are distributed and who are bounded by and embedded within an organizational / environmental context that sets top-down constraints and that influences and is influenced by bottom-up phenomena occurring over time and enacted by competencies and processes, emergent cognitive and affective states, performance outcomes, exchanges with other teams, and stakeholder judgments of team member and team effectiveness” (Chiocchio, Kelloway, & Hobbs, 2015, p. 42)
From these definitions one can conclude that teams operate in organizational context that, in turn, influences their functioning; they have some levels of interdependences (Mathieu et al., 2008);  and they are complex dynamic systems with shared common goals with the team members interacting socially and often virtually (Bourgault & Drouin, 2009). Indeed, the increasing and constant evolution of technology has facilitated teams to be distributed across time and space (Bourgault & Drouin, 2009; Powell, Piccoli, & Ives, 2004). Multicultural teams or diversity among team members is becoming common as teams are being linked around the globe by technology. Teams are also embedded in multilevel (individual, team and organizational) systems (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). This broad environmental context influences team efficacy or team effectiveness. Team efficacy can be defined as a shared belief in the team’s collective capability to organize and execute courses of action required to produce expected levels of goal attainment (Bandura, 1994;1997).  Over forty years of research has conceptualized team effectiveness based on the logic of an input–process–output (I-P-O) heuristic formulated by McGrath (1964). Inputs, here, refer to the composition of the team in terms of the constellation of individual characteristics and resources at multiple levels (individual, team, organization). Processes refer to activities that team members engage in, combining their resources to cope with task demands. Processes mediate the translation of inputs to outputs. Output has three facets: (a) Judging performance by relevant others external to the team; (b) meeting of team-member needs; and (c) viability, or the willingness of members to remain in the team (Hackman, 1987). (S. W.  Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 79). Kozlowski and Ilgen (2006) adopt a more contemporary perspective of team effectiveness by conceptualizing the team as embedded in a multilevel system that has individual, team, and organizational level aspects; focusing centrally on task-relevant processes; incorporating temporal dynamics encompassing episodic tasks and developmental progression; and viewing team processes and effectiveness as emergent phenomena unfolding in a proximal task- or social context that teams in part enact while also being embedded in a larger organization system or environmental context (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006, p. 80).

Earlier, in this section, we used several definitions of teams to pinpoint some key features (multilevel systems, diversity, virtuality etc,). With this approach, we only cover a tip of the iceberg to show the complexity in managing organizational teams. Working together in pursuing a common goal across multiple divisions in rapidly changing environment with dense interdependencies, organizations and their teams are facing dizzying challenges. We will now conclude our discussion on teams, in general, and move on to discuss project teams. For a deeper understanding of teams related topics such as team effectiveness, we invite the readers to look up the following references: Belbin (2012); Kozlowski & Bell, 2008; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; Mathieu et al., 2008; Mathieu & Schulze, 2006; McGrath, 1964; 1991; Tesluk & Mathieu, 1999).

What is a Project Team?
We have pointed out, in the previous section, that several taxonomies of teams exist and a project team is one type among these (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). But, what is a project team? Are there distinguishable features that differentiate project teams from other teams? According to PMI (2004) “the project team is composed of the people who have assigned roles and responsibilities for completing the project and is composed of the project manager, the project management team and for some projects, the project sponsor” (p.199). Lawler III (1996), takes a product consumer service perspective by defining project teams as “teams typically formed to manufacture a particular product, develop new products, redesign existing ones, or deliver a service that has a known limited life expectancy. Team members can be on several project teams at once” (pp.137-138). Graham and Englund (1997) discuss the nature and life of project teams by explaining that project teams are made up of a  “core project team that is composed of representatives for each department involved in developing an implementing the new product of application: they stay on the project from beginning to end to direct the work of the people in the departments” (p.92-93) while Devine et al. 1999 includes an external aspect by stating that it is an “ongoing project team that is standing teams with relatively stable membership that solve problems, make plans or decisions, or interact with clients or customers” (pp.683-684). After analyzing the definitions of teams and project teams, Chiocchio et al. (2015) propose the following definition: 
“A project team unites people with varied knowledge, expertise and experience who, within the life span of the project but over long work cycles, must acquire and pool large amounts of information in order to define or clarify their purpose, adapt or create the means to progressively elaborate an incrementally or radically new concept, service, product, activity, or more generally, to generate change” (p.54).
For a good review of project team definitions see Chiocchio et al. (2015).  

Some distinguishing features of project teams emerge from these definitions. Three specific features that emerge are:  the notion of a core team that implies that some team members carry out the project from the beginning to end, either face-to face or virtually. Team members stick together for the whole duration of the project and are responsible for execution and completion of the project phases (initiation, planning, execution and termination, (PMI, 2008); second, the notion of integration or integrative role that refers to bringing additional more specialized individuals or teams at various project phases to fulfill knowledge gaps (Hoegl, Weinkauf, & Gemuenden, 2004). This implies that the core project teams have an integrative role as they manage the project with additional teams from time to time (Clark & Wheelwright, 1992). Chiocchio et al. (2015) coined the term component project team that comprises of people or teams who contribute to the project for specialized tasks at specific times; and third, the notion of multi-team systems, as depicted by Zaccaro, Marks and De Church (2011), referring to the fact that teams are also embedded in large complex, dynamic organizational systems and teams operate autonomously as well as in coordination with other teams within an organizational context to carry out their tasks. 

Projects can be carried out by single or multiple teams. Project success is related to achieving set project goals. The organization can help in achieving theses goals by empowering the teams with needed decision-making, assigning the appropriate resources and by creating a productive climate.  This will also lead to a team’s success. Specific team behaviors leading to project as well as a team’s success include: cooperation, commitment to project, project ownership and trust between team members (McDonough, 2000). Team leadership (Turner & Müller, 2005) and organizational support (Drouin & Bourgault, 2013) are also mentioned as important enablers of project success. 
As project teams are getting more dispersed, it is also necessary to consider the role that virtual teams contributing to a project’s success. For virtual project teams, key success factors could be summarized as follows. It is important to select, develop and retain managers with managerial skills to build effective and efficient virtual teams (Gilley et al. 2010). The literature on virtual teams pays specific attention to social dimensions or team building and social cohesion (Lin et al., 2008). Research shows that a virtual team's potential success factors and organizational support perceived by the team are also positively correlated and influence each other (Drouin & Bourgault, 2013; Shalton M. et al., 2010) and increasing the power of a team and organizational support can increase productivity (Shalton et al., 2010). The importance of structural and relational factors in virtual work ensures the adaptation of members to the virtual workplace. The project manager must pay particular attention on matters concerning the type of work interdependencies between virtual workers, how individuals are assessed, how trust can be generated and how organizational connectivity with virtual workers can be maintained (Raghuram et al., 2001). 
 To ensure performance, all interdependent tasks performed by project teams require integration (Hoegl et al., 2004). In addition, organizations need organizational processes that integrate project management related-activities and their project teams in charge of executing their tasks and in meeting common goals. The next section of this chapter discusses the relationship between OPM and project teams and explores the concept of integration as a core component of this relationship. 

What is the relationship between Project teams and OPM?
Integration as key component of the relationship between Project team and OPM

So far, we have discussed three aspects of project teams: core team, their integrative role and multi-team systems. At the project level, project managers in a single project manage the interdependencies within the team members and with the organizational level to execute the project. At the program level, program managers will also manage the interdependencies with the organization and with the multiple team members of each project that are part of the program and govern the execution of all related projects included in the program.  At the project portfolio level, there are no direct management or integration of project or project teams by project portfolio managers. The role of the project portfolio managers is to make sure that the organization is selecting the right projects and programs and these projects have the adequate resources to execute their tasks. Projects are carried out by single or multiple teams, to perform, interdependent tasks that require integration (Hoegl et al., 2004).

OPM plays an integrative role of project team systems executing organizational projects, programs and portfolios using different type of project teams (single or multiple teams). OPM is the structure and the processes by which all organizational projects and group of projects (projects, programs, portfolios) are governed (Drouin et al., 2016; Müller, 2016). More specifically, OPM processes emphasize integration that ensures adequate coordination between different project management activities, control that set goals and monitors their attainment and, finally, reward to motivate project team members (Child, 2005). Child (2005) also highlights that in the organizational context, there is an emphasis on managing relationships between roles and units to achieve a creative and proactive synergy between them, implying greater attention be paid to integration.  Further, according to Child (2005, p. 79), “integration signifies coordination, cohesion and synergy between different roles or units in an organization whose activities are different but interdependent in the process of creating value”. The concept could be applied to vertical relations (e.g. a cohesive process of control) or to horizontal relations across an organization. Integration is recognized as being essential to avoid failure (Child, 2005) and should not be left to chance because the chances are that it will not happen but will become politicized (Handy, 1993). According to Child (2005), there are various mechanisms for strengthening integration, from simple arrangements for people to meet periodically to complex, multidimensional structures in which the contributions of specialized units are coordinated through a matrix arrangement. Teams (all types of teams: project teams, cross-functional teams, etc.) are one of the most commonly used means for achieving integration. Success in achieving integration using OPM lies primarily in its ability to integrate the project management resources, processes and systems and apply them flexibly to manage project activities strategically within the organization. Integrative processes facilitate the coordination across project management activities and across the organization.
An illustrative Case Study

The authors interviewed five experienced project managers drawn from various industry sectors using set of questions that were derived from the project management literature on project teams. A review of this literature that led to the construct questions for the interview is in Table 15.1. 

Table 15.1 – Review of literature on themes on project teams (To complete all details)
	Authors
	Title
	Codes
	Question Number 

	Adams & Anantatmula (2010)
	Social and behavioral influences on team process
	Self identity; social identity; group emotion; emotional intelligence
	1

	Jassawalla & Sashittal  (1999)
	Building collaborative cross-functional new product teams
	cross-functional teams; collaboration
	1, 3

	Baiden, Price & Dainty (2006)
	The extent of team integration within construction projects
	fragmentation, integration; team performance
	11,12

	Bourgault & Drouin (2009)
Bourgault., Drouin & Hamel (2008)
	Decision making within distributed project teams: An exploration of formalization and autonomy as determinants of success
	Decision making; distributed teams; formalization; autonomy
	10

	Drouin & Bourgault (2013)
	How organizational support distributed teams
	Organizational support, team effectiveness
	7, 13

	Buvik & Rolfsen (2015)
	Prior ties and trust development in project teams: A case study from the construction industry
	Trust; Teamwork; Prior ties; 
	2

	Chiocchio et al (2011)
	Teamwork in integrated design project: Understanding the effect to trust, conflict and collaboration on performance
	collaboration; trust; conflict
	2, 3,4,6

	Eskerod & Blichfeldt (2005)
	Managing team entries and withdrawals during the project life-cycle
	team composition; entry; withdrawal; cohesiveness
	6

	Gelbard & Carmeli (2009)
	The interactive effect of team dynamics and organizational support on IT project success
	project success; performance; team dynamics; organizational support
	7, 13

	Henderson (2008)
	Validation and extension of a research model for virtuality, satisfaction and productivity on project teams
	communication; competency; team satisfaction; geographic dispersion
	11

	Hoegl & Weinkauf (2005)
	Managing task interdependencies in multi-team projects; A longitudinal study
	task interdependency
	14

	Hsu et al. (2011)
	Exploring the impact to team mental models on information utilization and project performance in systems development
	teamwork mental models; team building; information utilization
	1,8,9

	Schneider (1995)
	PM in international teams; Instruments for improving cooperation
	cultural differences
	10,19

	Lin et al. (2015)
	The impact of team knowledge on problem solving competence in information systems development team
	problem solving competence; knowledge complement; knowledge location; knowledge deployment
	8, 9

	Loo, R (2003)
	Assessing ‘‘team climate’’ in project teams
	team climate; team building; team training
	1,7,15

	Mueller (2015)
	Formal and informal practices of knowledge sharing between project teams and enacted cultural characteristics
	knowledge sharing; organizational learning;
	8, 9

	Nordqvist et al. (2004)
	Perceived time pressure and social processes in project teams
	time pressure; team processes
	9

	Ochieng & Price (2010)
	Managing cross-cultural communication in multicultural construction project teams: The case of Kenya and UK
	multiculturalism; Intercultural;communication, project success
	11

	Peterson (2007)
	Motivation: How to Increase Project Team Performance
	team performance; project success; motivation
	7

	Ratcheva (2009)
	Integrating diverse knowledge through boundary spanning processes – The case of multidisciplinary project teams
	multidisciplinary project teams; knowledge diversity; boundaries
	17,18

	Shapira, Laufer & Shenhar (1994)
	Anatomy of decision making in project planning teams
	decision-making
	10

	Shazi, Gillespie & Steen (2015)
	Trust as a predictor of innovation network ties in project teams
	innovation; social networks; trust and trustworthiness
	2, 16

	Shelley (2012)
	Metaphor interactions to develop team relationships and robustness enhance project outcomes
	Performance behavior; reflection; learning
	7,8

	Sommerville & Dalziel (1998)
	Project teambuilding the applicability of Belbin's team-role self-perception Inventory
	Teambuilding
	1 to 6

	Thamhain (2008)
	Team leadership effectiveness in technology based project environments
	team leadership; teamwork; project performance
	8

	Thamhain (2012)
	The changing role of team leadership in multinational project environments
	Team leadership; teamwork; project performance
	8, 19

	Tseng et al. (2004)
	Novel approach to multi-functional project team formation
	team formation; grey decision making
	10, 19

	Zhang & Cheng (2015)
	Effect of knowledge leadership on knowledge sharing in engineering project design teams: The role of social capital
	knowledge sharing
	8, 9

	Berg & Karlsen (2014)
	How project managers can encourage and develop positive emotions in project teams
	Positive emotions, project leadership
	5

	Aapajoa, Herala & Haapsalo (2013)
	The characteristics of and cornerstones for creating integrated teams
	collaboration; integrated team
	2, 4

	Messner (2015)
	Measuring existent intercultural effectiveness in global teams
	Intercultural effectiveness; international teams
	19

	Anantamula & Shrivatsav (2012)
	Evolution of project teams for Generation Y workforce
	generation Y, Baby boomer generation; generation X; veterans
	18

	Müller, Spang & Ozcan (2009)
	Cultural differences in decision making in project teams
	Multicultural management; decision making
	10, 19

	Thamhain (1999)
	Effective project leadership in complex self-directed team environments
	Leadership style
	8


A purposeful sample of five experienced project managers who had more than fifteen years of experience representing different sectors in industry was carried out in Sydney in December 2015. The questionnaire that was developed is attached in Appendix 15.1.  It is based on a review of the literature as well as the author’s own knowledge and experience of working in projects. The questions were divided into three sections:

1. Team autonomy and team building that is supported by topics such as self and social identity, group emotion, collaboration, team autonomy, teamwork mental models and team building. See question numbers 1 to 6 for key references in Table 15.1) 

2. Team effectiveness and project success that cover topics such as team dynamics, organizational support, different ways of managing at different phases of the project, team climate, motivating environment, use of metaphors for team interactions, team work environment etc. See question numbers 7 to13 for key references in Table 15.1)  
3. Other issues that came up in our designing the questionnaire such as relationship between project teams, projects, programs, portfolio and project management offices, time pressure, team perception, teams and generation gaps, multicultural environment. See question numbers 14 to 19 for key articles in Table 15.1).
Interviews were held in Australia at the UTS Business School as Professor Drouin was visiting Australia and attending a conference being held there in which Professor Shankar Sankaran was involved in organizing. The five managers came from the following sectors –Telecommunication/banking, banking and defense, public sector, construction management/education and IT industry/change management.

The reason to conduct these interviews was to confirm what was found in the literature with a diverse sample of experienced practitioners. The sample was purposefully chosen based on personal knowledge of these project managers who were associated with the University of Technology Sydney as researchers as well as industry advisory board members of the Master of Project Management Program. Each interview lasted between 45 minutes to an hour and were recorded and transcribed. The interviewees were also asked to add their own views on project teams beyond the questions that were asked. The researchers used two step-approaches to analyze interviews: looking for themes that were found in the literature and open coding from the ground.  NVIVO qualitative analysis software was used to analyze the data. First the interviews were coded by one of the authors of the paper based on codes derived from the interview questions. The an independent researcher, who was not involved in the interviews, analyzed the transcripts using NVIVO software looking for new themes that were not found from the interview questions. Files in Microsoft Word were created for each node identified during the analysis in which quotes corresponding to the node were included. Using these files prominent themes that arose from these interviews were identified.  
Data Analysis:

While the interviews conducted covered a variety of topics this case study will focus on analysis of responses to three questions related to this chapter:
1. Integration of team wherever they are located

2. Relationships between project teams and other team i.e. cross-functional relationships

3. How has management of teams changed over the years as they have moved away from being collocated to dispersed team which is the norm these days

Integrated teams:

While teams may be formed and dispersed as a project moves along its phases, one of project managers, CS, felt that a core team is likely to be present in long term projects
 often supported by teams of subject matter experts who may join and leave the project as required. ‘there will be some people that will be there from concept through to delivery and there will be - like subject matter experts, that may be there once, for a short period’ (CS). Despite this transitional nature of teams, integration of teams during the project was considered to be of utmost importance ‘If we don't have that integration of the team, I think you wouldn't be able to get anything done’ (GS). 

It was also observed by the managers that teams nowadays are not necessarily co-located due to the nature of projects ‘we're not necessarily co-located. That is typical of actuality these days [with] project teams as well. They're located in various places’ (MN). However, core people may have to be co-located at certain critical times ‘If you have to co-locate core people at certain times, then that's what you actually have got to do actually to get the outcome’ (MN).
More specific to virtuality, (MN) highlighted that “There is no more difference between project team and virtual team, virtuality is assumed... And the technology to communicate and collaborate is taken for granted”. (CS) added that “Team members are not co-located anymore… We do not see the person anymore which is sometimes a challenge that requests more communication”.

Cross-functional teams:

Project managers seem to enjoy working with people from other parts of an organization from a learning perspective ‘to me, it gave the project additional interest and also allowed me, as well as running the project, to actually learn something from a different functional area that I hadn't been involved with closely before’ (PT).

Cooperation between cross-functional teams is expected to promote integration as well. ‘So projects, I think, and programs, need to be integrated into the organization so that the chief operating officer today says, yes, we need to advance this service or this product. ‘(PT)
However, these relationships often develop through informal networking due to need rather than formally supported. ‘The relationship exists because of the process but [from] the outside that looks like that, but on the inside, it is like I have worked with him for a couple of projects, I build relationship with him and he knows him. So you can create a [shadow] relationship and that shadow relationship is what makes things go when things are really bad’. (PT)
However, not all cross functional relationships work well. MN expressed an opinion that the way the organization is structured could be a hindrance to projects especially in public projects. For example, ‘the PMO becomes a hindrance because they don't actually - and you probably realize actually, only because the way they're actually structured. It becomes almost like a bureaucracy.’ This was confirmed by another manager, MK, who felt that ‘The PMO in most programs I see tends to be very mechanistic and operational in nature. They gather the data, they do the accounting, they do the reports, they do the on-boarding. There's very little higher order stuff that they're actually doing in there’. 

This is a pity because according to PT ‘the PMO is a vital part of the organization. It provides support to the project manager who may not be getting all the support from people below that he requires’. MK also confirmed this by stating that ‘The PMO really should be supporting the knowledge management system. They should be gathering the metrics and doing the analysis around performance and continual improvement. These are the higher order things which actually now will make the project and program much more successful.’
Thus it looks like organizational structures and rules stand in the way of cross-functional collaboration and such cooperation often happens informally.

Changes over time:
The managers interviewed had worked in a project management environment for over 20 to 25 years. When they looked back on their careers they stated that as time went on project teams started getting more and more dispersed and virtual. Managing projects was much simpler ‘So that was my initial stages. In that time, the schedule means not extremely task by task breakdown. There were no distributed teams. The engagement of teams and engagement of a project was also - typically an organization would embark on only a few projects. Then the pipeline was not crowded and the organization had a very clear vision of dedicated resources, even from the business, to manage the project, to be part of the project but that has all changed.’ (CS). 
Outsourcing has really changed the nature of team work especially in IT projects which has had a change in the roles and responsibilities of project managers ‘we are talking about software which is automated and which has various types of scheduling and mind mapping tools to think and conquer the parts and then the teams are distributed and then the outsourcing has taken almost the IT industry around the world in a very shocking way. Everything is outsourced. As an organization we are collaborators, we are integrators. We look after the organizational interest in a contractual as well as delivery aspect’ (GS).

The way teams work has also been influenced by generational differences in teams,which also poses challenges to project managers. ‘actually the generational change within projects as well, because I mean when we first started actually I mean there's a different way actually that you did manage projects’ (MN). 

As teams get dispersed communication becomes very important aspect of any project. “It is also difficult to get people involved when you are unable to communicate fact to face. ‘But I think you've got to - this is where the building the rapport, actually getting people to communicate with you. It is always a two-way street. You've got to keep people involved’ (MN). This certainly makes it difficult for team building. ‘I actually think because of the geographic dislocation and the virtual teaming, teambuilding's even more important than it was when we had a co-located model’ (MN). But the attention to team building which was there in earlier years is not taken seriously by organizations ‘I think there are going to be industries or instances out there where team building is right at the top, but not where I'm working at the moment. Which is kind of interesting, because I actually think once we get serious about innovation it's going to bring it all back in again’ (MK).

Another aspect of teams that have changed is that they have become more multicultural. The project managers interviewed did not see that such diversity affected their work. On the contrary they enjoyed this diversity ‘I get invigorated by working with people from different backgrounds, educational backgrounds, different races, and different ways of thinking.’ (MK).

Another change that has happened over the years is that tools used to work with teams have become more sophisticated to deal with virtuality more effectively. ‘I think some of the tools we've got available now are more effective, easier to understand than they were years ago’ (MK). 
Discussion
In this section we compare what we found from the interviews with what we found in the literature review. We also point out some new areas that have not been covered in the literature that could point to new research directions about project Integration of core teams and component teams (or teams of specialists or subject matter experts) was seen as contributing to project success by the manages interview which was in line with the literature which is evident from the quotes ‘If we don't have that integration of the team, I think you wouldn't be able to get anything done’ (CS).
Virtuality was viewed as the norm and not the exception by the managers especially in software work where the work was also outsourced and teams were not co-located anymore. One of the points made by managers, which was not found in the literature, is the value of tools that can help collaboration between dispersed teams and can also help in team development. This was confirmed by MK who stated that ‘I think some of the tools we've got available now are more effective, easier to understand than they were years ago’.

The managers interviewed also pointed out the necessity to build close relationship between project teams and other teams in the organization but this was not paid attention to. Often this is achieved through personal relationships and building trust. These relationships often develop through informal networking due to need rather than formally supported. It seems that organizational processes that integrate project management related-activities and their project teams in charge of executing their tasks and in meeting common goals do not formally exist in organization.
Two of the managers interviewed felt that the PMO could be the agency to foster cross-functional collaboration. This idea did not come up in the literature reviewed. MN stated that ‘the PMO becomes a hindrance because they don't actually - and you probably realize actually, only because the way they're actually structured. It becomes almost like a bureaucracy’. Similar views were also expressed by MK.

The managers did find that the nature of teams has changed over time and teams have become more diverse, intergenerational and multicultural and virtuality is taken for granted. While these changes posed some issues initially they have become part of the norms these days. MK stated that ‘‘I get invigorated by working with people from different backgrounds, educational backgrounds, different races, and different ways of thinking.’ However, the attention given to team development has diminished while it is more important when diverse teams work together.
Concluding Remarks 
The aim of this Chapter is to understand what could be the relationship between OPM and project teams through the lens of OPM and an illustrative case study. Overall, our results show that there is no formal integration processes within the organization to manage the horizontal relations across project teams and multi-functional teams. Integration is based on the informal relationships developed by project managers and their capability to build a strong network within the organization.  Similarly, adequate coordination that could be expected vertically between project management-related activities for instance, under the responsibility of the PMO, seems not to meet the expectations. Organizational processes need to be developed with this regards and some rethinking of the PMO role could be part of this reflection. Our results also demonstrate that core teams are essential for the success of the project. Core teams have the responsibility to integrate the activities within the project. Project manager should be capable of bringing and attracting additional or specialized individuals, coined by Chiocchio et al. (2005) as the component project team, at various project phases to fulfill the gaps of expertise that are needed for the project success (Hoegl, Weinkauf & Gemuenden, 2004).    
From our results, we can also highlight that OPM could fulfill the empty space of formal link between project teams and the organization by playing an integrative role
. This integrative role focuses on facilitating through formal and informal mechanisms the dynamic and virtual relationships and exchanges between team members and cross-functional teams and enables interdependencies between project teams and organizational functions. OPM could also help define common goals and shared values between team members. It could support teams in insuring that feedback is provided to team members by project managers, program managers and portfolios leaders and make team members understand what are the environmental concerns and organizational constraints that could influence their functioning (Mathieu et al., 2008).   Since teams are often embedded in multilevel organizational systems they need support to navigate through. Team efficacy is dependent to the shared belief in the team’s collective capability to organize and execute its tasks (Bandura, 1994, 1997).  Integrative role signifies also for OPM to manage interdependencies and be responsible to develop proactive synergy between whose project management activities (projects, programs and portfolios) are different but interdependent in the process of creating PM related activities’ effectiveness and value for the organization. Integration should not be left to chance (Handy, 1993). Success in achieving integration lies in OPM ability to facilitate the integration of PM resources, processes and systems and apply them malleably to manage and coordinate across the organization PM teams’ activities.  
Additional role for OPM could be associated to team effectiveness in developing input-process-output mechanisms related to all PM related- activities and their team effectiveness.  It means that OPM could be involved in the composition of teams in terms of making sure that sufficient resources with adequate profiles are available for the PM related-activities. OPM could mediate the translation of inputs into outputs by meeting team-member needs to perform their tasks. By focusing on task-relevant processes, OPM not only support team effectiveness but provide supports to PM related-activities team members to be better embedded in the larger organizational system and reach their common goals among the PM related –activities and across the organization (Kozlowshi & Ilgen, 2006). Finally, OPM integrative role should evolve with team’s changing environment in terms of new challenges that project members teams will face such as cultural diversity, intergenerational issues. OPM should be responsible and support the development of mechanisms for PM team members to adapt to changing environment and teams’ new trends so team members could be aware of these changes for improve team effectiveness.

In terms of future research, research on OPM is at an early stage. They are plenty of challenges, issues and research topics that can be explored. Integrative role needs to be refined and deepened. With this Chapter with opened up the window of a possible relationship between OPM, integrative role and PM teams as a vehicle of integration with the support of OPM processes. More research is needed with this regard. We only explore one tip of the iceberg. 

Appendix 15.1 Questionnaire for team effectiveness and relationship to OPM

A. Team autonomy and team building

1.
How do you help teams develop in projects? 

(Keywords: self and social identity, group emotion, collaboration, team autonomy, teamwork mental models; team building)

2.
How does trust develop in project teams? 

(Keywords: prior ties, early formation of practices, role expectations set, common philosophy, open communications)

3.
How important is collaboration in project teams?

(Trust and conflict management do not work unless collaboration exists).

4.
How do you manage the transition of team members during the project?

(Keywords: entry, withdrawal, cohesion, mentoring)

5.
How do you manage emotional issues in teams?

6.
Are fully integrated teams essential in projects on your sector?

(Research show that this is may not be essential in construction)

B. Team effectiveness and project success:

7.
How do project teams help to improve success and performance in projects?

(keywords: team dynamics; organizational support; different ways of managing at different phases of the project; team climate; motivating environment; use metaphors to interact; good team work environment to satisfy personal and professional needs; developing positive emotions)

8.
How do you ensure that a team’s knowledge is utilized in problem solving? 

(Keywords: Allocating knowledge, problem-solving competency; leadership style)

9.
How do teams share knowledge in your projects? 

(Keywords: formal; informal mechanisms)

10.
How do teams make decisions effectively? 

(Keywords: issues with cultural differences)

11.
What factors contribute to building team effectiveness in a project? 

(Keywords: team climate; team training)

12.
On a scale of 1 to 5, how much do you think team effectiveness contributes to a project’s success?

13.
How important is organizational support for effective working of teams in a project? 
C. Other issues

14.
What is the ideal relationship between project teams and (other) teams in an organization? 

(Keywords: relationship with portfolio, programs, PMOs)

15.
What factors affect teamwork negatively in projects? 

(Keywords: time pressure)

16.
How do you promote innovation in project teams? 

(Keywords: perception of others (benevolent and have good integrity).

17.
How has management of teams changed over your career as a PM? 

18.
How have you dealt with the generation gaps in your teams?

19.
What are some issues that you have faced in managing multicultural teams? 

(Keywords: leadership; dealing with complexity)
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�There is a lot of definition of teams and project teams at the beginning. Two dimensions are thoroughly explored – spatial and interpersonal relations, but not the third dimension - temporal. Up to this point, I have been wondering how project teams are defined and distinguished in terms of time and duration. The definitions given are somewhat linear in assuming how project teams develop. Here is why time makes a difference. What is a “long-term” project as opposed to other types of projects and does this impact the definition of a project team for this analysis? Is long-term a year or more? Does that time span make it a project team rather than a work group? What distinguishes a short-term project versus a work group? What about project teams that evolve and adapt over multiple years? Are they considered program (as in program management) teams?


Is the “core” team defined by the roles or by the people in those roles?


�What about project team leadership? Could developing the leadership competencies of PMs enhance the integration through OPM?
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